





























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































1	 A	 Y	 C	 Low	 U	 600	 Retro	 150	 6-8	 2	 10+	 1	 0	 	 5	
2	 A	 Y	 C	 High	 U	 450	 PB	 150	 4-6	 6	 4	 2	 1	 	 1	
3	 NZ	 Y	 F	 10	 R	 222	 Retro	 60	 2-3	 2	 4	 	 	 1	 2	
4	 NZ	 Y	 I	 7	 U	 289	 Retro	 90	 3	 2	 3+	 	 2	 1	 5	
5	 NZ	 Y	 F	 10	 U	 668	 PB	 60-90	 2-3	 2	 3+	 	 	 	 3	
6	 NZ	 N	 A	 2	 R	 158	 PB	 100	 4	 2-5	 2+	 	 	 	 6	
7	 NZ	 Y	 F	 3	 U	 487	 Retro	 110	 4	 2	 5+	 	 	 2	 	
8	 NZ	 N	 F	 10	 R	 343	 Retro	 50	 2	 2	 2	 1	 	 1	 1	
9	 NZ	 Y	 F	 10	 U	 333	 PB	 90	 3-4	 2	 2	 	 	 1	 	
10	 NZ	 Y	 F	 9	 R	 217	 Retro	 60	 2-3	 2	 3	 	 	 1	 2	
11	 NZ	 Y	 C	 10	 U	 577	 PB	 60-90	 2-4	 2	 3	 	 	 1	 1	
12	 NZ	 Y	 F	 10	 U	 170	 PB	 90	 3-4	 2	 3	 1	 	 2	 	
13	 NZ	 Y	 F	 9	 U	 458	 PB	 90	 3-4	 2	 4+	 	 	 1	 	
14	 NZ	 N	 F	 8	 U	 75	 Retro	 30	 2	 2+	 2	 	 	 1	 	
15	 NZ	 N	 F	 9	 R	 485	 Retro	 90-120	 3-4	 2	 2+	 	 	 	 1	
16	 NZ	 Y	 C	 3	 U	 366	 Retro	 60	 2	 2	 2	 	 	 	 1	
17	 NZ	 Y	 C	 10	 U	 165	 PB	 60	 2	 2+	 3+	 1	 	 	 	
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During	 the	open	plan	era	 the	movement	was	almost	diamertrically	opposed	 to	 the	
policies,	 curriculum,	 pedagogy	 and	 understood	 ‘best	 practice’	 of	 the	 day	 as	
illustrated	in	Fig.	5.	
	
Fig.	5.	The	tension	of	the	open	plan	era	and	disconnect	with	policies	and	curriculum		
	
Teachers	in	the	open	plan	era	faced	significant	pedagogical	and	philosophical	
challenges	transitioning	into	open	plan	spaces,	they	also	faced	a	paradigm	shift	to	
collaborative,	de	privatised	practice	together	with	systems,	structural	and	physical	
changes.	Teachers	in	2015	in	New	Zealand	have	a	curriculum	aligned	with	the	
aspirational	pedagogy	and	philosophy	of	the	open	plan	era	(Fig.	6).		
	
	
Fig.	6.	The	alignment	of	the	current	era	of	FLS,	student	centred	learning,	collaboration	and	
the	NZC	
	
The	feedback	from	participants	in	this	study	suggests	not	all	teachers	transitioning	
into	a	FLS	and	working	as	a	co-teachers	are	aware	of	the	vision,	values,	principles,	
and	effective	pedagogy	of	the	NZC	and	accordingly	may	have	significant	transitional	
needs.	The	three	diagrams	below	(Fig.	7,8	&	9)	illustrate	the	challenges	faced	in	the	
Open	Plan	Movement	 1960’s	curriculum,	policies	and	pedagogy	
2015:	NZC	 Flexible	Learning	Spaces	 Collaborative	teaching	and	learning	Environments	
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open	plan	era	and	the	difference	between	a	teacher	transitioning	into	a	FLS	who	
understands	the	NZC	in	2016	as	opposed	to	a	teachers	in	2016	who	may	not	
understand	the	vision,	principles	and	effective	pedagogy	as	described	in	the	NZC.	
Fig.	7.	The	challenges	faced	by	teachers	transitioning	to	open	plan	in	the	1970’s	
	
	
As	illustrated	above,	teachers	in	the	open	plan	era	faced	a	myriad	of	challenges	as	
they	transitioned	into	open	plan	classrooms.	They	were	transitioning	from	a	
traditional	approach	of	direct	instruction,	whole	class	teaching,	teacher	centred,	
children	in	single	desks	in	rows,	a	curriculum	of	the	“Three	R’s”	and	absolute	
autonomy	in	a	private	space	to	a	whole	new	paradigm,	pedagogy	and	philosophy.	
Without	adequate	support,	teachers	who	transitioned	to	the	open	plan	era	quickly	
reverted	to	their	known	practices	and	pedagogies.	Leaving	teachers	to	make	the	
transition	simply	because	they	had	the	space	totally	overlooked	the	complexities	of	
teaching	and	learning	and	the	significant	paradigm,	philosophical	and	pedagogical	
shift	required	for	teachers	to	work	effectively	in	these	new	environments	
(Department	of	Education,	1977).	
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Fig.	8.	Challenges	faced	by	teachers	transitioning	to	a	FLS	in	2016	where	effective	pedagogy	
is	understood	
	
As	illustrated	in	Fig.	8,	teachers	with	a	sound	grasp	of	NZC	may	only	need	to	consider	
how	to	use	flexible	spaces	effectively	and	possibly	adjust	to	a	deprivatised	space,	
they	will	however,	have	considerable	adjustments	to	make	to	learn	how	to	co-teach	
(indicated	in	red)	effectively.	Teachers	and	leaders	who	do	not	have	a	sound	
understanding	of	NZC	and	effective	pedagogy	face	a	significantly	larger	challenge	not	
too	dissimilar	to	the	challenges	faced	in	the	open	plan	era	(Fig.	9).	
Fig.	9.	Challenge	of	transitioning	to	a	FLS	in	2016	where	effective	pedagogy	is	not	understood	
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Despite	having	an	enabling	and	empowering	national	curriculum,	feedback	from	
participants	suggests	some	teachers	do	not	have	a	clear	understanding	of	effective	
pedagogy	with	learners	at	the	centre.	In	these	cases	teachers	may	be	in	no	better	
position	than	their	colleagues	of	1970	and	will	require	considerable	support	to	work	
effectively	in	a	student	centred,	co-teaching	environment	in	2016.		As	in	the	open	
plan	era,	it	is	critical	staff	have	the	necessary	support	to	transition	to	co-teaching	in	a	
FLS.	This	will	involve	understanding	the	current	‘position’	of	the	teacher/s	and	school	
and	navigating	an	appropriate	way	forward	with	the	relevant	PLD,	resources,	systems	
and	leadership	support	required	for	a	successful	transition.	
	
Chapter	Summary	
Transitioning	to	co-teaching	in	a	FLS	and	creating	effective	learning	environments	
requires	explicit	planning	and	preparation.	Teachers	and	leaders	require	a	clear	
understanding	of	a	student	centred	learning	environment,	effective	pedagogy,	
collaboration	and	co-teaching	and	will	need	to	develop	shared	beliefs.	Support	will	be	
required	to	assist	staff	to	develop	effective	collaborative,	communication	and	inter-
personal	skills	as	they	transition	to	a	FLS.	Specific	co-teaching	strategies	are	required	
to	maximise	the	potential	of	collaboration	and	flexible	spaces	with	teachers	and	
leaders	needing	to	identify	goals	and	measures	to	determine	the	effectiveness	of	
these	strategies.	Finally,	staff	will	require	specific	PLD	to	maximise	the	affordances	of	
flexible	learning	spaces.		Leaders	and	the	Ministry	of	Education	have	the	benefit	of	
significant	research	and	findings	from	the	open	plan	era	which	are	instructional	for	
the	current	paradigm	shift,	it	is	advisable	these	lessons	are	considered	to	mitigate	
risks	to	students,	teachers	and	the	reputation	of	educators	in	the	contemporary	
context.	
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6 CHAPTER	SIX:	Conclusions	and	Recommendations	
	
This	chapter	summarises	this	research	including	conclusions	and	recommendations	
with	supporting	illustrations	to	clarify	key	understandings	for	those	transitioning	to	
co-teaching	in	flexible	learning	spaces.		
Focusing	question:	What	are	the	conclusions	and	key	recommendations	that	would	
make	a	significant	impact	on	the	successful	implementation	of	co-teaching	in	a	
student	centred	FLS?	
	
	
6.1 Conclusions	
Boards	of	trustees	and	school	leaders	have	an	opportunity	to	reassert	the	place	and	
importance	of	the	New	Zealand	Curriculum	with	the	current	support	from	the	
Ministry	of	Education	for	the	repurposing	of	existing	spaces	or	the	construction	of	
new	Flexible	Learning	Spaces.	The	Ministry	has	been	explicit	in	it’s	intention	to	
empower	schools	to	develop	Innovative	Learning	Environments	(ILE’s),	through	
provision	of	space,	resources	and	an	existing	curriculum	all	designed	to	support	
student	centred	learning,	teacher	collaboration	and	co-teaching.	Stakeholders	have	
the	benefit	of	reviewing	the	open	plan	era	approach	toward	student	centred	learning	
and	co-teaching	in	open	and	variable	spaces	to	ensure	the	contemporary	movement	
leads	to	improved	outcomes,	self	regulation	and	hauora	for	students	of	2016	and	
beyond.	
	
This	research	highlights	the	importance	of	a	number	of	critical	factors	or	building	
blocks	when	transitioning	to	flexible	learning	spaces	and	co-teaching	(Fig.	10).		
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Fig.	10.	The	building	blocks	for	effective	co-teaching	student	centred	learning	environments		
	
As	illustrated	in	Figure	10,	schools	successfully	transitioning	to	collaborative	teaching	
and	learning	have	students	at	the	centre,	understand	what	effective	pedagogy	
means	in	their	school	and	flexible	space,	are	developing	the	skills	of	collaboration	
and	have	specific	strategies	for	co-teaching.	They	purposefully	use	physical	space	and	
associated	resources	to	support	student	centred	learning,	teacher	collaboration	and	
co-teaching.	Finally	they	provide	time	and	strategies	to	allow	teachers	to	have	their	
beliefs	challenged,	refined	and	overtime	establish	shared	beliefs	regarding	student	
centred	learning,	collaboration	and	co-teaching.	
	
The	starting	point	for	any	change	process	is	first	to	ask,	“Why?”	In	the	case	of	a		
paradigm	shift	to	collaborative	teaching	and	learning	in	flexible	spaces	why	would	we	
do	this?	Why	construct	or	re-purpose	spaces	so	teachers	and	students	can	work	and	
learn	together	in	one	space?	What	beliefs	do	we	hold	about	this	approach?	Most	
importantly,	what	are	the	perceived	benefits	to	students	when	learning	in	these	
environments?	What	research	or	emerging	evidence	is	there	to	support	the	
proposed	change?	These	questions	are	of	critical	importance	to	teachers,	support	
staff,	students,	whanau	and	the	community	as	they	will	provide	a	rationale	for	
proposed	change	and	allow	stakeholders	to	be	informed	and	engaged	in	the	change	
115	
	
	
process.	It	is	not	acceptable	nor	historically	successful	to	simply	allow	a	change	in	
building	design	to	drive	pedagogical	change.	As	illustrated	(Fig.	10.1)	using	spaces	or	
resources	(such	as	technology)	as	the	rationale	for	change	places	students	at	risk	and	
fails	to	identify	and	work	from	a	solid	foundation	of	learners	at	the	centre	and	
effective	pedagogy.	
	
Fig.	10.1.	The	risks	of	placing	buildings	(FLS)	or	IT	as	the	rationale	for	change		
	
There	is	significant	potential	risk	for	students,	staff	and	whānau	when	space	
(buildings)	or	technology	drive	the	change	process.	This	was	evidenced	in	the	open	
plan	era	and	can	often	be	evidenced	schools	in	2016	where	technology	and	
programmes	such	as	1:1	and	BYOD	are	promoted	as	a	‘fix	all,’	rather	than	building	
from	a	foundation	of	learners	at	the	centre	and	effective	pedagogy.	As	Hattie	(2015)	
suggests,	we	enter	into	the	politics	of	distraction	when	the	focus	of	the	school	or	the	
sector	shifts	from	factors	that	do	make	a	difference	to	those	which	have	less	
potential	impact	such	as	buildings	and	IT	resources.	Regardless	of	the	change	under	
consideration,	schools	leaders	and	Boards	of	Trustees	have	a	responsibility	to	place	
learners	at	the	centre	of	decision	making	and	base	any	change	on	their	needs	and	
through	the	filter	of	effective	pedagogy.	There	is	also	a	risk	co-teaching	becomes	the	
rationale	for	change	as	opposed	to	co-teaching	being	identified	as	a	strategy	to	
support	a	student	centred	environment	grounded	in	effective	pedagogy	(Fig.	10.3).	
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Fig.	10.3.	The	risks	of	co-teaching	as	the	rationale	for	change		
	
Simply	putting	two	teachers	together	in	one	space	without	a	rationale,	systems,	
support	and	structures	is	problematic	and	high	risk.	Before	teachers	embark	into	the	
highly	complex	domain	of	co-teaching	in	flexible	spaces	they	first	need	to	understand,	
‘Why?’	To	create	an	effective	teaching	and	learning	environment	they	then	need	to	
have	clarity	about	what	learners	at	the	centre	means,	what	effective	pedagogy	looks	
like	in	their	school	and	understand	how	to	collaborate	effectively	with	other	adults	to	
achieve	these	aims.	Failure	to	take	these	steps	is	well	documented	through	the	open	
plan	era	resulting	in	significant	stress	and	risk	for	teachers,	students	and	whanau.	
There	is	a	significant	risk	to	the	well-being	of	all,	the	learning	and	self	regulation	of	
students	and	the	reputation	of	the	profession	when	rushing	into	co-teaching	in	
flexible	learning	spaces	(or	MLE/	ILE)	without	the	correct	foundations	in	place	(Fig.	
10.4).	
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Fig.	10.4.	The	net	results	of	change	without	understanding	‘Why?’	
	
Teacher	collaboration	not	only	improves	the	practices	of	teaching	but	also	improves	
outcomes	for	learners.	For	many	years	New	Zealand	teachers	have	taken	time	to	
collaborate	with	colleagues	to	moderate	assessment	information,	plan	units	of	
learning,	problem	solve	and	share	the	immense	task	of	meeting	the	diverse	needs	of	
learners.	Research	affirms	the	practice	of	teacher	collaboration	and	encourages	each	
teacher	focus	on	those	factors	that	really	make	a	difference	for	learners.		Through	
the	provision	of	flexible	learning	spaces	teachers	now	have	the	opportunity	to	
maximise	teacher	collaboration	by	working	together	in	one	physical	space	to	best	
meet	the	diverse	needs	of	learners.		
	
The	skills	of	collaboration,	learning	focussed	communication	and	inter-personal	skills	
have	a	significant	bearing	on	the	success	of	a	teachers	working	in	a	FLS.	Specific	
strategies	and	PLD	may	be	required	to	support	teachers	to	gain	the	necessary	
collaboration	skills	to	maximise	working	with	colleagues.	Teachers	currently	working	
in	FLS’s	identify	effective	communication	and	collaboration	skills	essential	to	work	
together.		
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Co-teaching	in	flexible	learning	spaces	can	make	a	significant	positive	difference	for	
learners	and	enhance	the	quality	of	teaching,	teacher	efficacy	and	well-being.	When	
established	with	learners	at	the	centre	and	a	shared	understanding	of	effective	
pedagogy,	co-teaching	has	the	potential	to	enhance	the	quality	of	teaching,	the	
retention	and	well-being	of	beginning	teachers	and	the	quality	of	the	learning	
environment.	Teachers	working	in	FLS’s	have	the	opportunity	to	learn	from	and	
support	one	another	on	a	moment	by	moment	basis	and	gaining	differing	
perspectives	of	learners	and	the	curriculum	as	they	work	alongside	colleagues.	
Teachers	have	real	time	support	when	dealing	with	challenging	behaviour,	learning	
difficulties	and	learning	challenges.	They	are	better	able	to	meet	the	diverse	needs	of	
their	learners	through	shared	planning	and	implementing	a	range	of	co-teaching	
strategies.	Teachers	benefit	from	alternate	perspectives	of	individual	students	and	
their	own	teaching	practice.	They	are	able	to	arrange	learners	into	needs	based	
groups	and	report	that	collectively	they	are	better	able	to	meet	needs	than	when	
working	in	isolation.	Teachers	report	less	disruptive	behaviour,	improved	student	
self-regulation	and	increased	engagement	and	motivation	from	students	where	FLS’s	
are	established	with	learners	at	the	centre.	Teachers	are	also	likely	to	consider	
themselves	more	accountable	in	these	environments	sharing	planning,	assessment	
and	having	their	teaching	practice	made	public.	
	
Students	now	have	the	opportunity	for	multiple	perspectives	of	the	curriculum	as	
they	interact	with	numerous	teachers	in	one	space	on	a	daily	basis.	Students	no	
longer	run	the	risk	of	been	‘stuck’	with	a	teacher	they	do	not	relate	to	for	a	year	or	
more,	rather	having	a	number	of	teachers	with	whom	they	can	form	learning	
focussed	relationships	with.	In	effective	FLS’s	students	gain	a	greater	sense	of	agency	
and	well-being	as	a	group	of	teachers	work	together	to	support	their	learning.	
Students	also	have	the	benefit	of	the	differing	strengths	and	interests	individual	
teachers	bring	to	the	FLS.	Where	shared	beliefs	are	in	place,	students	also	have	the	
benefit	of	consistent	messages,	practices	and	processes	to	support	their	learning,	
hauora	and	self	regulation.	
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The	physical	environment	in	a	FLS	provides	opportunity	for	teachers	and	students	to	
select	the	best	location	for	learning.	Well	designed	spaces	provide	opportunity	for	
small	and	large	group	learning,	direct	instruction,	guided	teaching	or	individual	
inquiry	and	learning,	together	with	the	opportunity	to	create	specialist	learning	
zones	within	the	environment.	School	leaders	and	BoT’s	would	be	well	advised	to	
ensure	their	building	design	provides	opportunity	for	small	and	large	‘break	out’	
learning	areas	in	addition	to	more	open	spaces.	Acoustic	treatment	is	of	critical	
importance	when	two	or	more	‘classes’	share	a	learning	space	as	are	natural	light,	
ventilation,	insulation	and	connection	to	the	outdoors.	Teachers	also	benefit	from	
having	a	shared	space	where	they	can	meet	for	professional	conversations,	planning,	
assessment	and	problem	solving.	While	physical	space	should	not	be	the	driver	for	
change	it	will	support	teachers	to	create	an	effective	teaching	and	learning	
environment.	
In	the	New	Zealand	context	collaborative	teaching	and	learning	in	flexible	spaces	
provides	opportunity	to	affirm	the	NZC	and	concepts	important	to	Māori	further	
enhancing	educational	outcomes,	well-being	and	self	regulation	for	tangata	whenua	
(Ministry	of	Education,	2011b).	In	particular	these	environments	support:	
Manaakitanga;	environments	when	ako	looking	after	others,	show	respect	and	
kindness	to	others	and	enhancing	mana.		
Whanaungatanga;	building	strong	relationships,	building	a	sense	of	family	connection,	
providing	a	sense	of	belonging	through	building	relationships,	and	including	others	
and	learning	in	multi	year	level	studios	together	
Rangatiratanga;	learners	encouraged	to	take	leadership	and	decision	making	around	
their	learning	and	achievement,	environments	where	progressively	students	are	
enabled	to	make	decisions	about	where	they	learn,	who	they	learn	with,	when,	what	
and	why	they	learn.	
Ako;	a	dynamic	form	of	learning	where	the	educator	and	the	student	learn	from	each	
other	in	an	interactive	way		
Tuakana	teina;	refers	to	the	relationship	between	an	older	(tuakana)	person	and	a	
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younger	(teina)	person.	Within	teaching	and	learning	contexts,	this	can	take	a	variety	
of	forms:	
• Peer	to	peer	–	teina	teaches	teina,	tuakana	teaches	tuakana.	
• Younger	to	older	–	the	teina	has	some	skills	in	an	area	that	the	tuakana	does	
not	and	is	able	to	teach	the	tuakana.	
• Older	to	younger	–	the	tuakana	has	the	knowledge	and	content	to	pass	on	to	
the	teina.	
	
While	these	concepts	should	be	present	in	every	New	Zealand	School,	evidence	from	
this	study	suggests	the	flexible	learning	environments	(typically	multi	level)	provide	
additional	opportunity	for	enhancing	outcomes	for	Māori	ako.	
	
6.2 Key	Recommendations	
	
6.2.1 Situate	learners	at	the	centre	
It	is	recommended	leaders,	professional	learning	providers	and	teacher	training	
organisations	develop	some	key	understandings	of	what	learning	is	when	students	
are	situated	at	the	centre,	the	implications	for	teaching,	learning,	the	physical	space,	
systems,	teaching	strategies	and	resourcing.	The	success	of	any	FLS	is	determined	by	
teachers	who	are	working	within	the	space	having	a	shared	understanding	regarding	
student	centred	learning	and	evolving	their	pedagogy,	practices	and	beliefs	to	
support	this	approach.	All	stakeholders	need	to	ask:	
	
“Why	situate	students	at	the	centre?”	
“What	does	student	centred	learning	mean	at	our	school?”	
“What	are	the	success	criteria	for	our	school	when	students	are	at	the	centre?”	
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6.2.2 Develop	shared	understandings	about	Effective	Pedagogy	in	a	FLS	
	
When	teachers	work	together	in	one	physical	space	taking	shared	responsibility	for	
learning	they	require	a	shared	understanding	of	effective	pedagogy	to	maximise	
opportunity	for	students.	Inconsistency	and	a	lack	of	shared	understanding	regarding	
effective	pedagogy	can	lead	to	confusion	and	stress	for	students	and	conflict	for	staff.	
Teachers	and	leaders	need	to	ask:	
	
“What	does	effective	pedagogy	look,	sound	and	feel	like	at	our	school	and	in	our	FLS?”	
	
6.2.3 Develop	skills	of	collaboration	
	
Little	is	done	in	pre-service	or	in-service	training	to	assist	teachers	to	understand	
how	to	collaborative	or	communicate	effectively	with	colleagues	or	how	to	develop		
inter-personal	skills.	Transitioning	into	a	FLS	and	co-teaching	exposes	this	lack	of	
training,	skill	and	knowledge	placing	teachers	and	students	at	risk.	Teachers,	school	
leaders	and	PLD	providers	need	to	ask:	
	
“What	are	the	skills	needed	to	collaborate	effectively?”	
“How	do	we	create	learning	focussed	communication	and	develop	the	skills	to	
communicate	effectively	with	colleagues	to	best	meet	student	needs?”	
“What	are	inter-personal	skills	and	how	might	we	improve	these	to	achieve	our	
goals?”	
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6.2.4 Implement	specific	co-teaching	strategies	
	
Teachers	in	the	study	repeatedly	warn	that	simply	transitioning	old	ways	into	a	
collaborative	environment	is	a	significant	risk.	Teachers	will	benefit	from	
understanding	the	strategies	available	to	enhance	co-teaching	and	how	to	maximise	
the	power	of	two	or	more	for	the	benefit	of	learners.	Co-teaching	in	a	FLS	provides	
opportunity	to	achieve	outcomes	simply	not	possible	in	a	traditional	classroom	with	
one	teacher	and	27	children.	Teachers	need	to	ask:	
	
“What	are	the	specific	strategies	we	can	implement	to	maximise	the	power	of	two	or	
more?”	
	
6.2.5 Analyse	the	impact	of	the	co-teaching	
	
Co-teaching	in	a	student	centred	FLS	is	a	significant	paradigm	shift	for	staff,	children	
and	whanau.	There	is	considerable	risk	if	teachers	are	not	supported	and	if	they	fail	
to	understand	the	building	blocks	to	creating	an	effective	teaching	and	learning	
environment.	Teachers	and	leaders	need	specific	goals	and	measures	to	determine	
the	effectiveness	of	this	approach	and	should	ask:	
	
“What	strategies	and	measures	can	we	use	to	determine	the	impact	of	the	teaching	
and	learning	environment	we	are	creating?”	
“How	and	when	will	we	‘check’	on	progress	and	who	will	we	report	to?”	
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6.2.6 Strategically	prepare	for	change	and	the	future	
	
Flexible	Learning	Spaces	(FLS’s)	are	the	most	effective	design	response	to	an	ever-
changing	world	and	the	rapid	and	significant	impact	of	technology	on	education	and	
the	potential	of	teacher	collaboration.	To	fulfil	the	goals	and	aspirations	of	the	New	
Zealand	Curriculum	requires	flexible	spaces	with	students	at	the	centre.	Substantive	
research	supports	teacher	collaboration	as	a	critical	factor	for	continuous	
improvement	in	the	education	sector.	Working	in	collaborative	environments	is	not	
second	nature	to	teachers.	They	require	quality	PLD	to	make	the	paradigm	shift	to	
co-teaching	in	a	de-privatised	environment.	Additionally,	teachers	and	leaders	need	
to	fully	understand	the	principles,	expectations,	values	and	key	competencies	
expressed	in	the	NZC	if	these	environments	are	to	reflect	the	national	curriculum.	
Teachers	require	support	to	understand	how	and	when	to	use	systems,	tools,	
strategies	and	space	to	achieve	desired	outcomes	and	what	enabling	structures	need	
to	be	in	place.	Understanding	how	to	work	with	one	another	in	a	single	space,	how	to	
maximise	strengths,	minimise	weaknesses,	learn	from	and	with	one	another	and	to	
participate,	as	respectful	professionals	will	take	time	and	ongoing	support.	To	
achieve	these	goals	the	follow	final	recommendations		are	suggested:	
	
• Creation	of	professional	learning	modules	to	support	understandings	of	
student	centred	environments	
• Identification	of	FLS	environments	where	effective	collaboration,	co-teaching	
and	student	centred	learning	is	evident	
• Additional	resourcing	from	the	Ministry	of	Education	to	support	schools	
transitioning	to	co-teaching	in	FLS’s	
• Creation	of	resources	to	support	schools	understanding	of	effective	use	of	
flexible	space	
• Sector	wide	support	for	smart	tools	to	support	collaborative	teaching	and	
learning	
• Additional	PLD	for	leaders	transitioning	schools	to	FLS	
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8 APPENDICES	
8.1 APPENDIX	A:	Survey	questions;	Teachers	
Thank	you	for	agreeing	to	participate	in	this	survey	regarding	co-teaching	relationships.	The	
information	you	provide	will	help	determine	themes	and	overall	‘key	components	of	an	effective	
co-teaching	relationship”	to	report	in	both	a	thesis	and	a	digital	resources	for	schools	in	New	
Zealand	and	overseas	who	are	interested	in	co-teaching.	No	one	person	or	school	will	be	identified	
in	the	published	thesis	and	digital	resource	that	will	result	from	this	research.		You	will	remain	
anonymous	and	you	may	stop	the	survey	at	any	point	and	request	your	information	not	be	included	
if	you	are	not	comfortable	with	questions	asked	or	the	responses	you	have	given.	
For	the	purpose	of	this	survey,	co-teaching	is	defined	as;	“Two	or	more	teachers	working	together	
collaboratively	to	deliver	instruction	to	a	heterogeneous	group	of	students	in	a	shared	instructional	
space.	In	this	environment	teachers	blend	their	expertise,	share	materials	and	develop	common	
instructional	goals”	(Friend	and	Cook,	2010)	
This	survey	may	take	up	to	60	minutes	so	please	make	sure	you	have	set	aside	uninterrupted	time.	
Teachers	Survey	
Gender	M/F	
How	long	have	you	been	teaching	for?		 Drop	down	box	yrs	
How	long	have	you	been	co-teaching	for?					 Drop	down	box	yrs	
Comment:	
What	type	of	space	are	you	working	in?			Drop	down	box:			New	MLE?	Retro	fit	
Comment:	
How	many	registered	teachers	work	in	your	learning	space	?			Drop	down	box	number	
How	many	children	are	in	the	space	you	are	working	in?	Drop	down	box	number	
How	many	are	currently	in	your	co-teaching	relationship?	
(In	some	schools	although	the	space	may	hold	150	children	groups	of	teachers	and	children	work	together	
specifically	as	co-teachers,	for	example	it	may	be	a	five	teacher	space	with	co-teachers	in	a	group	of	three	and	a	
group	of	two)	
Drop	down	box	number	
Is	your	space	multi-level	or	a	single	year	group?			Drop	down	box	Multi/	Single	
If	multi-level	how	many	year	levels	are	represented	in	the	space?	Drop	down	box	number	
Your	co-teaching	team:	
Who	determined	who	you	would	co-teach	with?								Drop	down	box:	Me,	Leadership,	Other	
Comment:	
Did	you	have	any	input	into	the	decision	making	about	who	would	be	in	your	co-teaching	
relationship?	
(For	example	were	you	asked	who	you	would	like	to	work	with	and	why	and	perhaps	who	you	would	not	like	to	
work	with?)	
Drop	down	box			Yes/	No	
Do	you	think	teachers	should	have	input	into	who	they	co-teach	with?	 	
Comment:	
Who	should	make	the	final	decision	about	co-teaching	relationships?	
Comment:	
What	is	your	preference	for	the	number	of	teachers	in	a	co-teaching	relationship?	Drop	
down	box	number	
Why?	
Select	your	top	5	characteristics	you	seek	in	others	you	will	be	co-teaching	with	
134	
	
	
Effective	Communicator,	honest,	trusting,	excellent	curriculum	knowledge,	lifelong	learner,	
similar	personality,	tidy,	quiet,	extrovert,	introvert,	organised,	forgiving,	teaching	skill,	having	
different	strengths	from	me,	supportive,	encourager,	sense	of	humour,	reliable,	prompt,	
respected	by	others,	perseverance,	hardworking,	accurate,	confidential,	will	challenge	me,	
detailed,	ideas	person,	patient	
Professional	learning:	
Were	you	provided	with	any	professional	learning	about	co-teaching	prior	to	moving	into	a	
co-teaching	relationship?		Drop	down	box			Yes/No	
If	yes	please	describe…	
Please	describe	how	professional	learning	about	co-teaching	has	assisted	your	co-teaching	
relationship:	
Comment	box	
What	other	professional	learning	do	you	think	would	help	you	to	be	more	effective	in	a	co-
teaching	relationship?	
Comment	box:	
What	professional	learning	you	would	recommend	to	staff	moving	into	a	co-teaching	
relationship?	
Comment	box:	
How	important	is	professional	learning	in	creating	an	effective	co-teaching	relationship	(1-5)	
Drop	down	box	1-	not	important,	5	extremely	important(1-5)	
How	have	your	ideas	and	experiences	about	professional	learning	changed	since	working	in	a	
co-teaching	relationship?	
Comment:	
Release	time:	
What	release	time	do	you	have	with	your	co-teaching	partner/s	each	week?	
Is	this	sufficient?	Drop	down	box	Yes/No	
Why/why	not?	
How	often	do	you	meet	each	week	with	your	co-teacher/s	(other	than	formal	release	time)?	
Drop	down	box:	Daily/twice	a	week/	three	times	a	week	
On	average	in	minutes	how	long	do	you	meet	for	at	these	times?	Drop	down	box:	
5/10/15/20/25/30/35/40/45/50/55/60	
Why	do	you	meet?	
What	would	be	the	ideal	release	time	arrangement	for	you	with	your	co-teaching	partner/s?	
How	important	is	release	time	in	creating	an	effective	co-teaching	relationship	(1-5)	
Drop	down	box	1-	not	important,	5	extremely	important(1-5)	
Systems:	(including	monitoring	and	reporting)	
Home	room:	For	the	purposes	of	this	section	your	‘home	room’	children	are	those	you	are	
designated	with	regarding	well-being	and	monitoring	progress	and	achievement.	
In	your	co-teaching	relationship	do	you	have	a	‘home	room’	or	set	of	children	you	are	
specifically	responsible	for?			Drop	down	box	Yes/No	
Who	decided	who	your	home	room	children	would	be	for	2015?							 Drop	down	box:	
Leadership/	Leadership	with	teacher	input/	Teachers/	Other	
Do	you	teach	children	outside	of	your	homeroom	group?						 Drop	down	box	Yes/No	
How	do	you	plan	for	these	children?				Drop	down	box	Paper/Online	
Is	there	a	requirement	you	share	planning	and	assessment	with	your	co-teachers?	Drop	
down	box	Yes/No	
Do	you	consider	this	system	is	effective?	Drop	down	box	Yes/No	
Comment:	
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Summary:	How	important	is	having	effective	systems	in	place	in	creating	an	effective	co-
teaching	relationship	(1-5)	
Timetabling:	
Who	determines	the	timetable	for	your	co-teaching	team?	Drop	down	box:	
Teachers/Leadership/leadership	and	teachers/other	
Does	decision	making	regarding	timetabling	effect	the	quality	of	your	co-teaching	
relationship?	
Drop	down	box	Yes/No	
Comment:	
How	important	is	timetabling	in	creating	an	effective	co-teaching	relationship	(1-5)	
Multi-level	classes:	
Does	having	a	multiyear	level	co-teaching	partnership	impact	positively	or	negatively	on	your	
co-teaching	relationship?			Drop	down	box	Positively/Negatively	
Why?	
Resources:	
Does	the	provision	of	or	lack	of	resources	impact	of	the	effectiveness	of	your	co-teaching	
relationship?	Drop	down	box	Yes/No	
Comment?	
Physical	space:	(Noise,	breakouts)	
Does,	or	in	the	past	has,	the	volume	your	co-teacher	speaks/	gives	instruction/	teaches	at,	
have	any	impact	on	the	effectiveness	of	your	co-teaching	relationship?	Drop	down	box	
Yes/No	
If	yes	please	elaborate	below.	
Does	the	physical	space	play	any	part	in	the	effectiveness	of	you	co-teaching?	
Comment:	
Leadership	within	the	learning	space:	
Is	there	a	defined	hierarchy	in	your	learning	environment?		(For	example	a	team	leader	or	
syndicate	leader)	
Drop	down	box	Yes/No	
Describe:	
Has	this	impacted	on	the	effectiveness	of	your	co-teaching	relationship	?	Drop	down	box	
Yes/No	
Comment:	
Has	the	leadership	of	the	school	assisted	in	the	establishment	of	an	effective	co-teaching	
relationship?	Drop	down	box	Yes/no	
If	Yes,	how?	
If	No	what	have	been	the	challenges	from	your	perspective?	
How	important	is	leadership	within	your	co-teaching	environment	in	creating	an	effective	
co-teaching	relationship	(1-5)	
How	important	is	school	leadership	in	creating	an	effective	co-teaching	relationship	(1-5)	
Relationships:	
Does	your	co-teaching	relationship	impact	on	your	relationship	with	other	staff	in	any	way?	
Comment	box:	
What	(if	any)	specific	strategies	do	you	employ	to	develop	relationships	with	children	who	
are	not	in	your	home	room?	
Comment:	
What	strategies/systems	do	you	have	to	maximise	relationship	with	your	own	home	room	
children?	
Comment:	
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How	important	is	relationship	with	children	in	creating	an	effective	co-teaching	relationship	
(1-5)	
In	your	space	who	has	responsibility	for	communicating	with	family	and	whānau?	
Are	there	any	methods	or	systems	that	you	use	to	enhance	relationships	with	family/whānau	
in	your	co-teaching	relationship?	
How	important	is	relationship	with	family	/whānau	in	creating	an	effective	co-teaching	
relationship	(1-5)	
Effectiveness:	
How	do	you	‘measure’	the	effectiveness	of	your	co-teaching	relationship?	Comment	box	
General:	
Are	there	any	things	you	believe	will	negatively	impact	on	a	co-teaching	environment	that	
have	not	been	discussed	above?	
Is	there	any	specific	advice	you	would	want	to	give	to	leadership	and	boards	of	trustees	
when	establishing	a	co-teaching	environment?	
Is	there	any	specific	advice	you	would	want	to	give	to	teachers	heading	into	a	co-teaching	
relationship	for	the	first	time?	
General	Comments:	
	
8.2 APPENDIX	B:	Survey	questions;	Deputy	principals	and	principals	
Principals	and	DP’s	Survey	
	
Does	your	school	have	a	clear	belief	statement/rationale	about	why	co-teaching	is	the	
preferred	method	of	teaching	at	your	school?	Drop	down	box	Yes/No	
If	yes	what	is	that	belief?	
Who	were	the	stake	holders	in	creating	the	belief	statement?	
Comment:	
Is	there	any	process	to	ensure	that	this	belief	statement	is	enacted	in	day	to	day	practice?	
Comment:	
Does	your	school	have	specific	co-teaching	strategies	that	are	implemented	across	your	
school?	Drop	down	box	Yes/No	
If	yes,	what	are	these	strategies?	
Is	the	implementation	of	co-teaching	consistent	across	your	school?	Drop	down	box	Yes/No	
If	yes	how	do	you	know?	
Is	the	practice	of	co-teaching	included	in	your	appraisal	system?	Drop	down	box	Yes/No	
Why/why	not?	
What	professional	learning	was	provided	to	teachers	specifically	in	preparation	for	co-
teaching?	
Comment:	
How	do	you	define	co-teaching	at	your	school?	
Comment:	
How	was	co-teaching	introduced	to	your	community?	
Comment:	
How	important	is	co-teaching	to	you	as	a	leader	in	improving	outcomes	and	well-being	of	
learners?	(1-5)	
Has	co-teaching	changed	your	appointments	or	staff	placement	process?	
Comment:	
What	(if	any)	research	or	evidence	did	your	school	take	into	account	when	determining	co-
teaching	was	the	method	of	teaching	expected	at	your	school?	
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Comment:	
What	are	the	conditions	that	you	believe	must	be	in	place	for	effective	co-teaching	to	occur?	
Comment:	
How	do	you	determine	if		the	co-teaching	relationships	at	your	school	are	effective?	
Comment:	
What	advice	would	you	give	to	schools	to	assist	the	development	of	effective	co-teaching	
relationships?	
Comment:	
	
8.3 Appendix	C:	Interview	Questions;	Teachers	
	
Teachers	Interview	
What	does	co-teaching	mean	to	you?	
Why	do	you	co-teach?	
Can	you	talk	me	through	the	process	that	led	to	you	co-teaching	(preparation/PL)?	
Do	you	consider	your	co-teaching	relationship	to	be	successful	and	effective?	
Why?	
How	do	you	determine	success	or	effectiveness?	
What	are	the	things	that	make	your	co-teaching	relationship	effective?	
Can	you	describe	some	of	the	challenges	you	have	had	along	the	way?	
If	you	were	to	describe	/	identify	the	five	most	important	components	of	creating	an	
effective	co-teaching	relationship	what	would	they	be?	
If	you	started	again	what	would	you	do	differently?	
	
8.4 Appendix	D:	Interview	questions;	Principals	and	DP’s	
Principals	and	DP’s	Interview	
Why	is	your	school	using	co-teaching	as	a	strategy	for	teaching	and	learning?	
Who	decided	to	implement	co-teaching?	
What	processes	did	you	use	to	prepare	staff	for	co-teaching?	
What	processes	did	you	use	to	prepare	children	for	a	co-teaching	environment?	
What	processes	did	you	use	to	prepare	the	community	for	co-teaching	school?	
What	do	you	see	as	the	benefit	of	co-teaching	as	opposed	to	traditional	teaching?	
What	does	your	school	consider	to	be	the	key	components	to	creating	effective	co-teaching	
relationships?	
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8.5 Appendix	E:	Information	letter	for	participants	
Neill	O’Reilly	
Ph:	0272703300	
principal@waitakiri.school.nz	
March	2015	
Key	components	of	an	effective	co-teaching	relationship	survey	
Information	sheet	for	teachers	and	principals	
I	am	a	postgraduate	student	researcher	at	the	College	of	Education,	University	of	Canterbury	
and	the	principal	of	a	merged	school	in	Christchurch	New	Zealand.	Our	school	is	in	the	
process	of	a	total	rebuild	as	a	modern	learning	environment	(MLE)	with	eight	learning	
studios	ranging	in	size	from	60	children	and	three	teachers	to	120	children	and	four	to	five	
teachers.	Our	school	is	the	first	of	many	that	will	be	rebuilt	or	remodelled	to	be	MLE’s	with	a	
focus	on	collaborative	teaching	and	learning	and	in	particular,	co-teaching.	The	purpose	of	
my	research	is	to	determine	the	key	components	of	an	effective	co-teaching	relationship.	To	
do	this	I	will	be	asking	teachers	and	principals	who	have	experience	in	co-teaching	to	
participate	in	a	study.	The	research	findings	will	be	valuable	to	many	schools	embarking	on,	
or	considering	changes	to	teaching	environments	and	practices.		
	
I	would	like	to	invite	you	to	participate	in	my	study	by	completing	an	anonymous	survey	
inquiring	about	your	experiences	of	co-teaching.	If	you	agree	to	take	part	you	will	be	sent	a	
link	to	access	the	online	survey	which	will	take	approximately	45	minutes.	
	
Please	note	participation	in	this	study	is	voluntary.	If	you	do	participate,	you	have	the	right	to	
withdraw	from	the	study	prior	to	submission	of	the	online	survey.	However,	once	you	have	
submitted	the	survey	form	I	will	not	be	able	to	remove	your	data	as	there	will	be	nothing	to	
link	your	identity	to	your	responses.		You	may	however	decide	to	not	complete	the	survey,	or	
choose	to	leave	some	questions	blank.	There	is	no	penalty	for	withdrawing	in	this	way.	
	
I	will	take	particular	care	to	ensure	the	confidentiality	of	all	data	gathered	for	this	study.	I	will	
also	take	care	to	ensure	the	anonymity	of	all	individuals	and	schools	in	publications	of	the	
findings.	All	the	data	will	be	securely	stored	in	password-protected	facilities	and	locked	
storage	at	my	home	for	five	years	following	the	study.	It	will	then	be	destroyed.	
	
The	results	of	this	research	may	be	used	to	assist	schools	and	groups	establish	or	improve	co-
teaching	relationships	in	their	organisation.	The	results	will	be	reported	through	the	local	
principals’	group	(Canterbury	Primary	Principals	Association,	CPPA)	in	a	digital	resource	as	
well	as	being	shared	at	national	and	international	conferences.	All	participants	will	receive	a	
report	on	the	study.	
	
If	you	have	any	questions	about	the	study,	please	contact	me	(my	details	are	above)	or	my	
supervisor	Dr	Julie	Mackey	(Julie.mackey@canterbury.ac.nz).	If	you	have	a	complaint	about	
the	study,	you	may	contact	the	Chair,	Educational	Research	Human	Ethics	Committee,	
University	of	Canterbury,	Private	Bag	4800,	Christchurch	(human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz)	
If	you	agree	to	participate	in	this	study,	please	complete	the	attached	consent	form	and	
return	it	to	me	by	30	May	2015.	
	
Thank	you	for	considering	taking	part	in	this	project.	
	
Neill	O’Reilly	
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8.6 Appendix	F:	Consent	for	participants	
	
Neill	O’Reilly	
Ph:	0272703300	
principal@waitakiri.school.nz	
March	2015	
	
Key	components	of	an	effective	co-teaching	relationship	study	
Consent	form	for	teachers	and	principals	
	
I	have	been	given	a	full	explanation	of	this	project	and	have	been	given	an	opportunity	to	ask	
questions.	
	
I	understand	what	will	be	required	of	me	if	I	agree	to	take	part	in	this	project.	
	
I	understand	that	my	participation	is	voluntary	and	that	I	may	withdraw	at	any	stage	without	
penalty.	
	
I	understand	that	any	information	or	opinions	I	provide	will	be	kept	confidential	to	the	
researcher	and	that	any	published	or	reported	results	will	not	identify	me.	
	
I	understand	that	all	data	collected	for	this	study	will	be	kept	in	locked	and	secure	facilities	at	
my	home	and	will	be	destroyed	after	five	years.	
	
I	understand	that	I	will	receive	a	report	of	the	findings	of	this	study.	I	have	provided	my	email	
details	below	for	this.	
	
I	understand	that	if	I	require	further	information	I	can	contact	the	researcher	(Neill	O’Reilly)	
or	his	supervisor	Dr	Julie	Mackey.	If	I	have	any	complaints	I	can	contact	the	Chair	of	the	
University	of	Canterbury	Educational	Research	Human	Ethics	Committee.	
	
By	signing	below,	I	agree	to	participate	in	this	research	project.	
	
Name:	____________________________________	
	
Date:	_____________________________________	
	
Signature:	_________________________________	
	
Email	address:	_____________________________	
	
	
Please	return	this	completed	consent	form	to	Neill	O’Reilly	by	15	May	2015	
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8.7 Appendix	G:	Information	letter	for	Boards	of	Trustees	
Neill	O’Reilly			March	2015	
Ph:	0272703300	
principal@waitakiri.school.nz	
Key	components	of	an	effective	co-teaching	relationship	survey	and	interview	
Information	sheet	for	Boards	of	Trustees	
I	am	a	postgraduate	student	researcher	at	the	College	of	Education,	University	of	Canterbury	
and	the	principal	of	a	merged	school	in	Christchurch	New	Zealand.	Our	school	is	in	the	
process	of	a	total	rebuild	as	a	modern	learning	environment	(MLE)	with	eight	learning	
studios	ranging	in	size	from	60	children	and	three	teachers	to	120	children	and	four	to	five	
teachers.	Our	school	is	the	first	of	many	that	will	be	rebuilt	or	remodelled	to	be	MLE’s	with	a	
focus	on	collaborative	teaching	and	learning	and	in	particular,	co-teaching.	The	purpose	of	
my	research	is	to	determine	the	key	components	of	an	effective	co-teaching	relationship.	To	
do	this	I	will	be	asking	teachers	and	principals	who	have	experience	in	co-teaching	to	
participate	in	a	study.	The	research	findings	will	be	valuable	to	many	schools	embarking	on,	
or	considering	changes	to	teaching	environments	and	practices.	
	
I	would	like	the	Board’s	permission	to	invite	staff	at	your	school	to	participate	in	my	study.	If	
they	agree	to	take	part	they	will	be	asked	to	complete	an	online	survey	regarding	co-
teaching.	This	survey	will	take	approximately	45	minutes.	The	survey	will	be	anonymous	with	
a	link	sent	to	participants	to	access	the	survey	if	they	agree	to	participate.	A	smaller	group	
(one	or	two	per	school)	will	also	be	asked	to	participate	in	individual	semi-structured	
interviews	regarding	co-teaching.	This	will	take	place	at	school,	or	a	place	convenient	to	the	
participant,	and	each	interview	will	take	approximately	60	minutes.	
Please	note	participation	in	this	study	is	voluntary.	Those	who	do	participate,	have	the	right	
to	withdraw	from	the	study	at	any	time	without	penalty.	If	they	withdraw,	I	will	do	my	best	
to	remove	any	information	relating	to	them,	provided	this	is	practically	achievable.	Survey	
data,	once	submitted,	will	not	be	able	to	be	extracted	as	the	identity	of	the	participant	
cannot	be	linked	to	their	responses.	
	
I	will	take	particular	care	to	ensure	the	confidentiality	of	all	data	gathered	for	this	study.	I	will	
also	take	care	to	ensure	the	anonymity	of	all	schools	and	individuals	in	publications	of	the	
findings.	All	the	data	will	be	securely	stored	in	password-protected	facilities	and	locked	
storage	at	my	home	for	five	years	following	the	study.	It	will	then	be	destroyed.	
	
The	results	of	this	research	may	be	used	to	assist	schools	and	groups	establish	or	improve	co-
teaching	relationships	in	their	organisation.	The	results	will	be	reported	through	the	local	
principals	group	(Canterbury	Primary	Principals	Association,	CPPA)	in	a	digital	resource	as	
well	as	being	shared	at	national	and	international	conferences.	All	participants	will	receive	a	
report	on	the	study.	
	
If	you	have	any	questions	about	the	study,	please	contact	me	(my	details	are	above)	or	my	
supervisor	Dr	Julie	Mackey	(Julie.mackey@canterbury.ac.nz).	If	you	have	a	complaint	about	
the	study,	you	may	contact	the	Chair,	Educational	Research	Human	Ethics	Committee,	
University	of	Canterbury,	Private	Bag	4800,	Christchurch	(human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz)	
If	you	agree	to	staff	from	your	school	participating	in	this	study,	please	complete	the	
attached	consent	form	and	return	it	to	me	by	15th	May	2015.	
Thank	you	for	considering	taking	part	in	this	project.	
Neill	O’Reill	
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8.8 Appendix	H:	Consent	form	for	the	Board	of	Trustees	
Neill	O’Reilly	
Ph:	0272703300	
principal@waitakiri.school.nz	
March	2015	
	
Key	components	of	an	effective	co-teaching	relationship	study	
Consent	for	staff	participation	from	the	Boards	of	Trustees	
	
	
We	have	been	given	a	full	explanation	of	this	project	and	have	been	given	an	opportunity	to	
ask	questions.	
	
We	understand	what	will	be	required	of	staff	if	they	agree	to	take	part	in	this	project.	
	
We	understand	that	participation	is	voluntary	and	participants	may	withdraw	at	any	stage	
without	penalty.	
	
We	understand	that	any	information	or	opinions	staff	provide	will	be	kept	confidential	to	the	
researcher	and	that	any	published	or	reported	results	will	not	identify	the	staff	or	the	school.	
	
We	understand	that	all	data	collected	for	this	study	will	be	kept	in	locked	and	secure	facilities	
at	my	home	and	will	be	destroyed	after	five	years.	
	
We	understand	participants	will	receive	a	report	of	the	findings	of	this	study.	
	
We	understand	that	if	participants	require	further	information	they	can	contact	the	
researcher	(Neill	O’Reilly)	or	his	supervisor	Dr	Julie	Mackey.	If	participants	have	any	
complaints	we	understand	they	can	contact	the	Chair	of	the	University	of	Canterbury	
Educational	Research	Human	Ethics	Committee.	
	
By	signing	below,	on	behalf	of	the	Board	of	Trustees	I	agree	to	staff	of	our	school	
participating	in	this	research	project.	
	
	
	
Name:	____________________________________	
	
Date:	_____________________________________	
	
Signature:	_________________________________	
	
Email	address:	_____________________________	
	
	
	
	
Please	return	this	completed	consent	form	to	Neill	O’Reilly	by	15.5.15	
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8.9 Appendix	I:	Flexible	Learning	Space	Examples	
	
8.10 Appendix	J:	Designing	Quality	Learning	Spaces	Guidelines	
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8.11 Innovative	Learning	Environment	Assessment	Tool	
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